The electronic environment has caused archivists to re-examine what they do and why they do it.
also tells us that archivists do not believe themselves to be simply part of a production line, overseeing the acquisition of some records and the destruction of others. It reminds us that we believe ourselves to be active and responsible participants in the shaping of human memory and contributors to the quality of life within our societies. It might even be said -and I have heard some archivists say it -that our profession more than any other contributes to the recording of our past, in particular through archival appraisal, sometimes described as the defining role of the archival profession.
It is not surprising then that we should look to our processes to see how they are accountable to our stakeholders. And central to any concept of archival accountability is our understanding of the records we seek to preserve. In this way the remarkable impact of modern information and communications technologies on the conception, creation, use and preservation of records requires us to not only refine our understanding of what we mean by records but also how we accountably fulfil such a core function as appraising them. It is my goal today to outline a framework for understanding archival appraisal accountability. I will begin by describing archival appraisal as a business process of archivists that is executed within archival institutions.
If archivists, by this process, are active shapers of human memory through their appraisal activities, then any approach to this topic cannot be simply address the method, it must also address principles and ethics. I will conclude by suggesting that an essential component of any accountability framework is determining for how long archivists are accountable.
The Archival Appraisal Business Process
The International Council of Archives' 1997 literature review of electronic records management begins its section on appraisal by saying "Appraisal and disposition practice in North America will not work in the electronic records world."
1 Generally speaking the practice referred to here is that of undertaking appraisal at the time when records make the transition from semi-active to inactive status. Such an approach will not work in the electronic records world because electronic records must be created in such a way that they can be preserved. If they have not been so created, then, regardless of the outcome of the appraisal activity, they cannot be preserved -at least not as trustworthy and reliable evidence of past activities. It is hard to imagine a clearer call to review a business process.
The Literature Review goes on to observe an increasing emphasis on the importance of appraising records -in particular electronic records -"prior to the creation stage of the life This internationally considered opinion, which advocates an appraisal process which can (or should) begin with the conception of the records and continues beyond the transfer of the records to the care of a preserver, forms the basis for outlining an "on-going" appraisal business process.
As I see it, an appraisal business process which begins with the record conception stage has at least five decision points -six (or possibly more) if records are transferred to a preserver. I envision that the four activities identified in the InterPARES report would occur at each of these decision points.
Two layers of accountability are immediately visible: the first concerns the proper implementation of appraisal procedures within the daily work of the institution. The second concerns the accountability of the appraisal endeavour itself -not whether the procedures were followed, but whether the endeavour itself is meeting its goals. There is another layer of accountability somewhere in between that might be considered as organizational accountability.
The owner of this responsibility would presumably be the institutional head who receives and disperses funds for the efficient and responsible fulfilment of the institution's mandate. These three layers are clearly interrelated, but I believe it is important to distinguish them in the development of an appraisal accountability framework. At this point I will conclude this section simply with the observation that the fulfilment of accountability requirements at one level should not detract from fulfilling requirements at any of the other two levels.
To this point I have sketched an on-going appraisal business process consistent with considered international opinion regarding archival appraisal in the electronic environment. From it I have highlighted three layers of accountability that can be seen to emerge from the appraisal process.
In the next section I will identify the components, in terms of standards, etc., necessary to establish an accountability framework for appraisal. I will also outline some of the key stakeholders relevant to each of the three accountability levels as a means of articulating the values that must be embodied within an accountability framework.
Components of an Accountability Framework
With a business process sketched out, it is now necessary to determine what is meant by accountability. The ISO 15489 records management standard defines accountability as the "principle that individuals, organizations, and the community are responsible for their actions and may be required to explain them to others." framework. Eastwood concludes that appraisal "in a democratic society must somehow serve the need of citizens to know how they have ruled themselves, and to allow them to build understanding of their place in the communities to which they consider themselves to belong".
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The first challenge at this high level of accountability is to define the society on whose behalf goes beyond any one institution -a professional accountability, if you will -that should drive accountability within an institution. Eastwood appears to reach a similar conclusion when he observes that the role he has "outlined for archives is not realized in the mandates of public archives or appreciated by political leaders and their subordinates." 12 But it may be that a change has begun and a general acceptance of an obligation to the societies they serve is gaining strength within the archival profession.
Recalling our appraisal process model to mind, it is possible to see that there are many elements in place that already contribute to an appraisal standard. Most existing elements contribute to the conception, creation and maintenance of the records themselves. What is still absent is an auditable way of measuring appraisal -a means of setting a value on the way appraisal is done.
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Benchmark or baseline requirements are needed. Chris Hurley has proposed three rules which, in my view, go a long way toward setting such requirements. The final point on Upward's Evidence Axis is "Collective Memory", which I will relate to in terms of "historical" or "societal" time. I believe this too has a definable span of time -I have already provided the example that the society of republican and imperial Rome is no more. In the accountability framework proposed here, we cannot hold archivists from that period accountable using values from our own society today. Nor can we use today's values, which inevitably color our perception and therefore judgement, to accountably appraise records created in the time of imperial Rome (which is not the same as saying that such records cannot be maintained by modern-day preservers).
Thankfully not every day brings about the end of an epoch. I use the example of Rome to suggest that societies and the values that define them do end, and that it is at such a point when the accountability of archival appraisal ends. Most of those among us with appraisal responsibilities today probably live in relatively stable societies where while change is constant, such changes do not bring about an entirely new society with new values.
For this reason, the accountability framework must include a means by which archivists can understand those constant changes and how they may affect appraisal. For appraisal to remain accountable for the length of time I have suggested periodic checks are needed to ensure that changing values within the society it serves are noted. This is not to say that these checks should drive the values governing accountable appraisal, but they should show that those responsible for archival appraisal are aware of changes in values, and that such changes are being assessed over time. Checks might include such things as noting how preserved records fared in determining rights and privileges within our courtrooms -did they make the case, or were they dismissed as wastes should be managed in a way that secures an acceptable level of protection for human health and the environment, and affords to future generations at least the level of safety which is acceptable today; there seems to be no ethical basis for discounting future health and environmental damage risks; and a waste management strategy should not be based on a presumption of a stable societal structure for the indefinite future, nor of technological advance; rather it should aim at bequeathing a passively safe situation which places no reliance on active institutional controls.
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In recommending a particular disposal strategy for radioactive wastes, the NEA observed that it places "no requirement for further intervention or institutional control by humans. It assumes that siting records and routine surveillance would in practice be maintained for many years if society evolves in a stable manner." 26 This represents a common opinion that any waste disposal strategy must be based on values present in today's society. There is no claim that this approach will be seen to be an ethically appropriate one beyond that. This transition to new technologies is much less evenly distributed at the individual level.
If archival appraisal is in fact a business process, then as such it must be clearly defined and understood as a prerequisite to establishing any kind of accountability structure. I have tried to outline the process as a shared responsibility of the record creators, archivists, and the institutions that sustain the endeavour. I have drawn on the records continuum model to support my contention that there are three layers of accountability in play. And I have pointed to the ICA's Code of Ethics to emphasize the inseparability of accountability and ethical behaviour.
Finally, I have suggested that overall the archival ethic of appraisal is incomplete, at least in relation to the appraisal business process as I have defined it.
Of the three layers of accountability, which I believe must be interrelated, the firstaccountability to the business process itself -may already be completely defined by standards.
Which is to say that it could be audited and challenged within its own business process time context. And it may also be that this is the only layer which is affected by the record medium. It is essential, in my view, that the two remaining layers of accountability -accountability to organizations and individuals, and accountability to society -must also be defined by a standard that permits measurement for successful implementation. Without these higher layers, there is no way to support the archival function of appraisal as an accountable contributor to human memory. By basing accountability on sensitivity to social values, appraisal minimizes the risk of 26 Ibid., p. 12.
records deriving their value solely from "theorizing and selection principles of archivists who identify their source and scope, judge their value, select and preserve them prior to their creation and then "appraise" them again post-creation."
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Let me repeat Eastwood's observation that in many democratic societies, the role he outlines for archives "is not realized in the mandate of the public archives or appreciated by political leaders 
